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AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAWINGS 

Attached to the end of this paper is a proposed replacement sheet of drawings in which the 
changes suggested by the Examiner have been incorporated. No new mater has been added. 
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AUG 0 8 2006 



REMAKK8/AKGUMferNTS 



Claims 1-4, 6-12, and 15-16 are currently pending for examination. Claims 5, 13-14 
and 17 are cancelled os of this amendment. Claims 1, 9, and 15-16 are presently amended. 



The drawings were objected to by the Examiner. The Office Action provides: 

"The drawings arc objected to because in figures 2 and 3, "Loader 
Valves and Actuators" must be relabeled -Loader Open Center Valves and 
Actuators-; "Boom Swing V. and A.* must be relabeled - Boom Swing 
Closed Center Valve and Actuator-, "Other Backhoc Valves and Actuators" 
must be relabeled - Other Backhoc Closed Center Valves and Actuators - and 
"Backhoc Valves and Actuators" must be relabeled -Backhoc Closed Center 
Valves and Actuators—," 

Figures 2 and 3 have been amended has suggested by the examiner. A replacement 
sheet showing amended Figures 2 and 3 is attached to the end of this paper. Withdrawal of 
the objection Is respectfully requested. 

Rejection of Claims 5 and 14 under 35 U.S.C. 112 

Claims 5 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 1 12, second paragraph, as being 

indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 

applicant regards as ihe invention. The Office Action provides: 

"In claim 5 line 2-3 "the second pump being responsive to some loads" 
and claim 14 line 1-2 "the second pump is... responsive to at least one load" 
are wrong since the second pump is a fixed displacement pump and is not 
responsive to any load. It is understood that there is a reloader valve 
connected to the second pump, which is responsive to some loads, but this is 
not the second pump." 

Claims 5 and 14 have been cancelled thus obviating the need to address their 
rejection. However, applicant wishes lo point out that the significant limitations of claims 5 
and 14 have been amended to include a reloader valve responsive to some loads as indicated 
by the examiner and incorporated into claims 1 and 9 respectively. Withdrawal of the 
rejection is respectfully requested. 



Drawings 
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Rejection of Claims 1-4. 6. 7. 9-13^ 15 and 16 under 35 U.S.C. 1Q3 

Claims 1-4, 6 s ^ 9.^ [5. and j 6 are re j ectcc f un( jcr 35 U.S.C. 103 as being 
unpatentable over Lech (5,47 1 ,908) in view of Lech el al (5,4 1 3,452). 

Claims 1 has been amended to include the corrected limitation of previous claim 5, "a 
second hydraulic pump coupled to and driving the plurality of closed center hydraulic valves 
via a reloader valve, the reloader valve being responsive to some loads that control the 
priority valve and independent of other loads that control the priority valve." Applicant 
respectfully submits that the cited art of Lech at minimum fails to teach or disclose such 
limitation. Likewise, the applicant respectfully points out that previous claim 5 was only 
rejected on a 1 1 2 basis due to referencing of the second pump instead of the reloader valve 
which has been corrected as of this amendment as semi-suggested by the examiner, 

As such, Claim I as presently presented is believed to be allowable over the cited art. 
Claims 2-4 and 6-8 depend from Claim 1 and are believed to be allowable for at least the 
same reason as Claim 1 , Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claim 9 has been similarly amended as Claim I to include the previous limitation of 
Claims 13-14, and Claim 14 like Claim 5 was also only previously rejected on a I 12 baste, 
Applicant respectfiilly submits that the cited art fails to teach or suggest all the limitations of 
Claim 9. 

As such. Claim 9 as presently presented is believed to be allowable over the cited art. 
Claims 1 0-1 2 and 1 5-1 6 depend from Claim 9 and are believed to be allowable for at least the 
same reason as Claim 9. Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Rejection of Claims S and 17 

Claims 8 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Lech 
(5,471,908) in view of Lect et aJ (5,413,452), as applied to claims 7 and 16, respectively, 
above, and further in view of Johnston. 

Claim 8 depends from Claim I, which claims, in-part, "the reloader valve being 
responsive to some loads that control the priority valve and independent of other loads that 
control the priority valve/' Applicant respectfully submits that the cited additional reference 
of Johnson at minimum fails to teach or suggest such a limitation not taught or suggested by 
the previously cited art above. As such, Claim 8 is believed to be allowable over the. cited art. 
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Claim 17 has been cancelled ihus obviating the need to address the rejection. Withdrawal of 
the rejection is respectfully requested. 



Rejection of Claims 1-4 and fi 

Claims 1-4 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Lech et 
al (5,413,452) in view of Gage et al (4,809,586). 

Applicant respectfully submits that at minimum the cited references fail to teach or 
disclose "a second hydraulic pump coupled to and driving the plurality of closed center 
hydraulic valves via a reloader valve, the reloader valve being responsive to some loads that 
control the priority valve and independent of other loads thai control the priority valve" as 
claimed in Claim 1. As such, Claim 1 should be allowed over the cited art. Claims 2-4 and 6 
depend from Claim I and should be allowed over the cited art for at least the same reason as 
Claim 1. Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Rejection of Claims 1. 2 and 6 

Claims 1 , 2 and 6 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03 as being unpatentable over Casey 
et al in view of Gage el al (4,809,586). 

ApplicarU respectfully submits that at minimum the cited references fail to teach or 
disclose "a second hydraulic pump coupled to and driving the plurality of closed center 
hydraulic valves via a reloader valve, the reloader valve being responsive to some loads that 
control the priority valve and independent of other loads that control the priority valve" as 
claimed in Claim I . As sucn. Claim 1 should be allowed over the cited art. Claims 2 and 6 
depend from Claim I and should be allowed over the cited art for at least the same reason as 
Claim 1 . Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 



A fee in the amount of $1 020 for a three month extension of time under 37 CFR 
1.17(a)(3) is believed due in connection with this Amendment Please find included with this 
transmission a Petition form for such extension. The Commissioner is hereby authorized to 
charge such fee, as well as any other fee determined lo be due to Deposit Account No. 1 4- 
0780. 



Page 8 of 9 



PAGE 8(11 1 RCVO AT 8/8/2006 5:07:58 PM [Eastern Daylight Time) » SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-5!16 1 DNIS:2738300 ' CSID:7173553107 ' DURATION (miM$):03-22 



i-iua-Kjo-cfcj£io iO'UJ r ruin • uiNn nn r m i cin i 



Appl. No. 10/HU.042 

Amctt. dated AukusI 8, 2006 

Reply u> Office Action nf l-'ebmary 8 : 2006 

AUi>rncy Docket 17540 

In view of the above remarks, it is believed that the application is in condition for 
allowance. Accordingly, an early Notice of Allowance is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Stephen A. Bu«hianeri 
Attorney for Applieant(s) 
Reg, No. 54, 928 
Date; August 8,2006 



(717) 355-4954 Phone 
(717)355-3107 Fax 
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